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REMARKS 

Several editorial revisions have been made to the specifieation. Oaims 42. 47 - 51. 54 - 
58.and6l^64havebeenamended. Claims 70 - 79 have bee. added. No new matter has been 
introduced with these revisions, amendments, or added claims, which are supported in the 
specification as originally filed. Claims 1 - 79 are now in the application. 

I' Rejection TT^ der 35 n s r fim ") 

Paragraph 4 of the Office Action dated April 29, 2004 (hereinafter, 'the Office Action") 
states that Claim. 42 - 44, 51 - 52, and 58 - 59 are ejected under 35 U.S.C §1 02(a) as being 

anticipated by Request for Comments (hereinafter. "RFC'O 2660. TOs rejection is respectfully 

trav^Bed. 

ApplicMS- iodepcrfort a«n.5 42, 51, 38 ^ecify Vndm^ of"... se^ltag 
3en,Wvc content [in a «co™i „,««8cl. wherdn ^ty^^ ^ i, ^ 

wac«io, and «id ponioa «rf«curier infonn«ion on to second n«s«gc) «>ables «id 
client appBcrton to decij^t said sccuri^-scnshive content" (emiAasi, added). 

«rv.r..ppUc.d«>.«tac.«,)„^^„,^^^^^^^___^^^^__^^ 
exchange (where the cUe« ^u^„ „ able to d«:oi« the «o^^my, co««,. n,ins 
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security i«fom.a«or,fionx this secondmessage). Instead, §1.1. "Sumtnaiy of Featux«.". states 
that the cyptogrqjhic algorithm (a subset of AppHcants' -message encoding scheme") is 
"t^gotiated". (See lines 2 - 5 of the paiagr«ph that begins -S^HTTP provides fu/I flexibiJily ...".) 
In other words, the client and server fest ag,^ on the cr5T,tog«phic algoritinn according to RFC 
2660, and subsequen tl y exchange messages using that algorithm. This necessarily requires mote 
message exchanges than Applicants' claimed 2-message flow. 

Furthermore, §U.l, "Message Prepaiation", states that the Wiver'soi^gsEhic 
BS^ffinces and keying material" Cemphasis added) are required for creatmg an encypted 
message. See the first parag^h, bulleted item number 2. Applicants' claimed technique does 
not use cryptographic preferences of the receiving client application, but instead sends content 
that has been secured using a message encoding scheme that is being proposed bv the ; 
application (after the client application requests, in the first of 1i« 2 messages, that the 
application should select the message encoding scheme). While Applicants' approach may use the 
client's "keying material" (sec, for example, p. 48, line 15. where a client nonce is supplied), 
requesting the server plication to choose the message encoding scheme is distinct fiom a!ss 
using the client application's "cryptographic preferences", which is taught by RFC 2660. See also 
line 3 of the final paragraph of §1.3.2, "Message Recovery", ^ere RFC 2660 states that the 
receiver (Le., the client) tss^ particular message processing (using input #2 to the message 
creation process, which as just discussed, comprises the receiver's "crjptogmphic prices"). 

§3. 1, "Options Headers", also .t^, that RFC 2660 contemplates the receiver O.e.. client) 
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iirforming the sender of the encrypted message (i.e.. the server) of the receiver's "cr^graphic 
p^ferences", and farther emphasizes that these prefaces are sometfainfi distinct fi^n. th. 
leceiver's keying material. See the paragraph that begins '"ITiere are two kinds of cryptographic 
options TTiis paragraph states that one kind of cijptographic option is "negotiation options", 
v^kh convey the receiver's cryptographic preferences, while a second kind of cryptographic 
option is "keying options" that provide "keying material" (or pointers thereto). Hie first 
paragraph of this Section also states that the (^cplicit) negotiation options may be conveyed in an 
HTTP request message. While Applicants' Claims 42, 5 1, and 58 may also use an HTTP request 
message as the "first message", these claims specify that this first message "requests" that a 
message encoding scheme be ''proposed". This is distinct from suDolvin f preferences for 
negotiation, as taught by RFC 2660. 

See also §3.2.1, "Negotiation Overview", which states in the first sentence that "Both 
parties are able to express their regmisin^ ^.-.^ 
distinct ftom Applicants' claimed server-^licaf on-selected approach, where a message 
encoding scheme is mEQSsd to the client on the fi.^, that carries content encoded 

usiog that proposed scheme. 

In view of the above, AppHcanIs respectfally submit that RFC 2660 does not anticipate 
their independent Claims 42, 51. and 58. Dependent Claims 43 - 44, 52, and 59 are therefore 
deemed patentable over the reference as weU, and the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
with(fraw the §102 rejection. 
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^- Rejection Uj^der 15 TT R r <^^n?foi 

Patagr^h 6 of the Office Action states that Claims 47 - 48, 50, 54 - 55, 57, 61 - 62, and 
64 are ngected under 35 US.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over RFC 2660 in view of the 
Examiner's OfGciaJ Notice. This lejection is icspectfUlly traversed. 



are 



are 



Applicants have dermmstiated. above, that independent Claims 42, 51, and 58 
patentable over RFC 2660. Thvs, dependent Claims 47 - 48, 50, 54 - 55, 57, 61 - 62, and 64 
patentable over this art, whether taken singly or in combination with Official Notice. The 
Examiner is therefore respectfliUy requested to withdraw the §1 03 tejection. 



ni. Allowable ri;itm« 

Paragraph 7 of the Office Action states that Claims 45 - 46, 49, 53, 56, 60, and 63 
objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent fonn to include all Umiutions of the base claim and any intervening claims. As 
demonstrated above. Applicants' independent Claims 42, 51, and 58 are deemed patentable over 
the references, and thus Applicants respectfully submit that dependent Claims 45 - 46. 49, 53, 56, 
60, and 63 are allowable as cunently presented. 



are 



IV. Allowed ripin..: 

Paragraph 8 of the Office Action states that Claims 1 - 41 and 65 - 69 are allowed. 
Newly-added Claims 70 - 74 and 75 - 79 have been created fiom allowed Claims 65 - 69, and 
incon,ora*e all limitations from these allowed claims. Thus, added Claims 70 - 79 are deemed 
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allowable as currently presented. 



V. SpncluyjpB 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the pending rejected claims, withdra^val 
of all presently outstanding rejections, and allowance of aU claims at an early date. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MaimL. Doubet 
Attorney for Applicants 

„ ^ , Registration Nbr. 40,999 

Customer Nbr. for Correspondence: 25260 
Phone: 407-343-7586 
Fax: 407-343-7587 
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